POPULATION AND

DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS
CHAPTER 3

urban area. There are many contributing factors to sub-
urbanization or “sprawl!”, they include but are not limited
to development based upon market forces and strong
private property rights, improved roadway systems,
dependence upon the automobile as the sole means of
transportation, a rapid increase in the number of auto-
mobiles per family, and finally socialization which
answers why society continues to follow these trends.

CITY-TOWNSHIP AND CITY-COUNTY
POPULATION COMPARISONS

Table 3-1 illustrates the changes in population for the
“Troy City” and the “Troy Area” between 1910 and 2000.
The “Troy City” population is considered to be only
those individuals who reside within the City of Troy cor-
poration limits. The “Troy Area” population is referred to
those individuals who live in the City of Troy, Concord
Township and Staunton Township as a whole. Although
there have been steady increases, the largest occurred
INTRODUCTION between 1950 and 1970. These increases were affect-
ed in part by three major factors: the construction of
Interstate Route 75 through Miami County, the popula-
tion increase brought on by the baby boom, and the
relocation of large segments of population from central
cities to small towns and suburban areas

Population and demographic trends are primary factors
affecting the land use pattern of communities, counties,
and regions. The number of people, their age, the living
arrangements in which they place themselves, the types
of dwellings they choose to live in, and the places avail-
able to find employment all play an important role in how
much land is needed to accommodate their choices.
This chapter reviews the trends in population growth
and the projected population change that is expected to
affect Troy and its use of land.

Between 1970 and 2000, population growth of the
Miami Valley Region remained somewhat stagnant.
However, the Troy Area was one area within the Miami
Valley Region that experienced a significant gain in pop-
ulation during this period. In fact, an almost equal

amount of population gain was experienced in the
HIS_TORICAL POPULATI_ON T_RENDS Townships as in the City. This similar increase in popu-
During the mid-1800's, the Miami-Erie Canal was the lation was unusual because population growth in rural
primary method of transportation for both passenger and suburban townships in the Region usually occurred
and commercial use. With the introduction of rail service at the expense of nearby cities, not the other way
in the 1850’s, much of the transportation business was around.

removed from the Canal. During these two time periods,
development remained compact and dense within
towns; thus population increases during these peri-
ods were limited primarily to urban areas such as

Troy. As the automobile became a more widespread :
Y P Teoy Tray Miami Trery ity Troy Arsa

mode _of transportat?on in the 20th century, highways City Fima Couny '.-':;::;u,- '-ﬁg:';ml
were improved which allowed people to begin to o R TE - R YT L S T
move ogt_ward f_rom the concentrgted centers of 5 1056 | 26432 | BA,182 TAO0% | oA0%
communities. Since the 1950’s, this outward trend 1850 19086 | 5446 | BO3E TEO% | 2o

has accelerated growth in communities similar to _lﬂ :;;Eg ?.Eg.l_g 2;3.-,:? :Tﬁ;: ﬂ%}_.
E ! 14 i
Troy that are located on the ed_ge of_ large urban 1550 Ty 35.560 |62 000 BA % >
centers such as Dayton. The dispersion has also ¥ |__@@Ee7 | 17485 | B2 gad TIO% | i
caused development to encroach into more acces- 1930 BETE | 1.7R1 | E1.301 | | TI.0N 72 T
sible unincorporated areas, such as Concord 10 TaED B745 | 4430 TGN [ E00h
1910 Bik2 BATH | 45047 rER L 160

Township, that were once used exclusively for farm-
ing. Troy is one of many communities in the region Tasbe -1 Teoey City, Trosy Aopam, ared Misai Cousty Propslafien Campanisan
that was once distinctly separate, but is now one of
many nodes within an increasingly larger urban/sub-
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This 1970 to 2000 increase for the Troy Area can be
attributed to its location on the outer fringe of the Miami
Valley Region, a place where adequate land was avail-
able at relatively low cost for housing development and
where transportation access was convenient. Overall,
construction of an adequate volume of new residential
housing was maintained in both the City and the
Townships to compensate for the decline in the number
of persons per household discussed in Chapter 4.

The City of Troy’s percentage of the Troy Area popula-
tion has increased over the past several decades, most
notably between 1950 and 1970. The 6% population
increase was due to the fact that this annexed area
became the location of Troy’s two largest area residen-
tial subdivisions (Westbrook, Sherwood and
Stonyridge). Figure 8-1 depicts the boundaries of
Staunton and Concord Township, while Figure 9-3 illus-
trates the ground area annexed to the City during the
1950’s and 1960's.

Table 3-1 also illustrates the Troy Area’s population as
a portion of Miami County. The share has increased
from 18% in 1910 to 29% in 2000. The majority of this
change occurred from 1910 to 1950, when most cities
throughout the United States saw an increase in popu-
lation due to new employment opportunities in com-
merce, industry and the public sector. This increase in
the urban population during this time usually came at
the expense of rural areas, which lost much of its farm-
ing population.

POPULATION COUNTS AND
PROJECTIONS 1950-2007

Table 3-2 shows the 1950 to 2000 Census populations
and percent changes of population for Troy and sur-
rounding areas. The chart also shows a 2002 popula-
tion estimate and a 2007 projected population number
for each area. Troy’s population continues to steadily
increase and is projected to continue this trend.

Most of Troy’s population growth occurred between the
years of 1950 and 1970, when population increased
almost 79%. During that same time period, Troy had
the highest growth percentage rate of all the areas
included in this comparison. Tipp City had a high per-
centage with 69.7% while Piqua had a percentage of
only 17.3%.

The Miami Valley Region as a whole has seen both a
decrease and a slowdown in their population growth
since the 1980 Census. This suggests that individuals
within the region are starting to migrate in other
regions. The only city in this group that has seen a
decrease in population was Piqua. Between 1970 and
1980 Piqua suffered a 1.3% decrease. Since that time
the city had only slight increases compared to the other
areas, which continue to steadily increase.

Miami County saw population growth rates far exceed-
ing the regional average for the 2000 Census.
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POPULATION DENSITY

Table 3-3 illustrates the 2000 Census population densi-
ty of Troy as compared to other areas such as the
Miami Valley Region, Miami County, Piqua, Sidney and
Tipp City. Troy has the highest density of persons per
acre when compared with the other cities listed. This is
probably due to the fact that Troy had comparatively
lower amounts of recently annexed undeveloped land
prior to 2000; Troy tends to develop its land within a rel-
atively short period of time after incorporation. Although
it is the densest of these communities, ample undevel-
oped land exists contiguous to and in the vicinity of its
borders.
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AGE DISTRIBUTION

The age profile of the population within a community
influences the labor supply, the demand on education
facilities, the need for various types of social services,
and the need for different types of housing. Table 3-4
provides a look at the pattern of age distribution of the
Troy population between 1960 and 2000. Two trends
are evident - the appearance and aging of the baby-
boom population and the continued prominence of the
65+ age group. As life spans continue to increase and
as the baby-boom generation ages, this bracket will
continue to grow significantly. Social services and hous-
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ing types to fit the needs of this segment of the popu-
lation will be important development factors. In addi-
tion, many within the 5-14 age group will soon begin
to enter the labor force.
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Table 3-5 shows the percent of population in each age
distribution group for Troy, the Miami Valley Region,
Miami County, Piqua, Sidney and Tipp City. Like these
areas, Troy’s population was most concentrated in the
25-54 and 65+ age brackets. The 25-34 and 35-44 age
groups represent the baby boomers, which suggests
that Troy possesses housing, schools, and access to
employment opportunities that have been able to
attract this major market segment of the population.
Troy has also been able to attract its share of the 65+
age bracket, having approximately the same percent-
ages of its population within this group compared to
the Miami Valley Region, Miami County, and Tipp City.
Pigua has the highest percentage in the 65+ category.
Troy and Piqua’s high percentage in the 65+ age
bracket may be due in part to better accessibility to
hospitals and medical and social services in the cen-
tral and northern parts of Miami County.

10 1470 | 1060 | 1980 | HMH i
| Troy a7 | ma | 9.8 | a3z | 352 |
!h’l-uml'-'n'lrrﬁug:.lll Bk | Meh | mem | 334 377 |
| Mtami County 293 | ano | i | M2 | aes !
I-;:I_qu_h_. 311 | 286 | 208 | 31 | 383
i":;urm- w5 | 2 | 3 | 'j-_'ll__'ﬂl;_|
inppi:n. Wik | 284 | 316 | 238 | 267 |

Tabiée 3-6 Medizn Age of Populatans 1350-2000

As shown in Table 3-6, Troy's 2000 median age (35.2)
was one of the lowest of the compared areas. Only
Sidney (33.9) had a lower median age. The Miami
Valley Region as a whole had the highest median age
at 37.7. Other areas, Miami County (36.6), Piqua
(35.3), and Tipp City (35.7) all have similar median
ages.
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Table 3-5 2000 Age Population
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GENDER DISTRIBUTION AND TRENDS

Table 3-7 shows the distribution by total number and
percentages of the male and female population in 2000

for selected locali-
ties. Troy as com-
pared to the other

shown localities has Troy Miami Miami Plgua Sidney Tipp Clty
relatively the same Vallay County
male and female Region
population percent- Male L FE T4 450 405 48 474 805 0,654 4 465
ages. Miami County 40 8% 48.2% 49.0% aT.8% 48.8% 48.4%
as a whole had the Famale | 11.310 457 153 50,385 10,853 10,343 4. ThE
highest percentage 51.5% 51.8% 51.0% 52.2% 51.2% 51.5% |
of male population )
i Piqu'[; '?]ad o Table 3-7 Male and Female Populations 2000
highest percentage
of female population.
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
Male 6,544 8,233 9,010 9,295 10,679
Troy 47.8% 47.9% 47.2% 47.7% 48.5%
Female 7,141 8,953 10,076 10,183 11,310
52.1% 52.1% 52.7% 52.3% 51.5%
Male 404,087 473,098 454,598 457,659 458,405
Miami Valley 48.9% 48.6% 48.3% 48.1% 48.2%
Region Female 421,976 499,564 487,485 493,611 492,153
51.1% 51.4% 51.7% 51.9% 51.8%
o Male 35,649 40,929 43,808 45,294 48,479
Miami 48.9% 48.5% 48.5% 48.6% 49.0%
County Female 37,252 43,413 46,573 47,888 50,389
51.1% 51.5% 51.5% 51.4% 51.0%
Male 9,143 9,806 9,600 9,764 9,905
Piqua 47.6% 47.2% 46.9% 48.4% 47.8%
Female 10,076 10,935 10,880 10,848 10,833
52.4% 52.7% 53.1% 53.8% 52.2%
Male 7,028 7,859 8,495 9,119 9,868
Sidney 47.9% 48.1% 48.1% 48.7% 48.8%
Female 7,635 8,473 9,162 9,591 10,343
52.1% 51.9% 51.9% 51.3% 51.2%
Male 2,050 2,426 2,651 2,830 4,465
Tipp City 48.0% 47.7% 47.4% 47.0% 48.4%
Female 2,217 2,664 2,944 3,197 4,756
52.0% 52.3% 52.6% 53.0% 51.5%
Table 3-8 Male and Female Populations from 1950-2000
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
i Total Total Total Total Total
Table 3-8 shows the changes in male and Male 804 6,884 813 791 828
: 12.2% 10.7% 9.0% 8.5% 7.8%
female populations for selected areas from R T 58 507 5 75 753
1960 to 2000. All areas that were compared 10.6% 10.1% 7.8% 7.3% 6.7%
P : H H Male 1,263 1,712 1,528 1,467 1,656
shared a similarity in that they all had a higher o4 19.3% 20.8% 17.0% 15.8% 15.5%
percentage of females than males from 1960- Female 1,319 ) 1,672 y 1,550 y 1,461 y 1,453 .
. . 18.5% 18.7% 15.4% 14.3% 12.9%
2000 and the male-female population was split Viale 526 1289 1553 7261 1476
almost 50/50 in all areas. 1524 12.6% 15.7% 17.2% 13.6% 13.2%
Female 872 1,524 1,660 1,248 1,363
12.2% 17.0% 16.5% 12.3% 12.1%
- Male 880 1,233 1,630 1,647 1,848
AGE GENDER 25.34 13.4% 15.0% 18.1% 17.7% 16.4%
DISTRIBUTION AND TRENDS Female 946 1,166 1,711 1,699 1,710
, i 13.2% 13.0% 17.0% 16.7% 15.1%
Table 3-9 shows Troy’s combined age and gen- Male 937 924 1,014 1,416 1,650
0, H 14.3% 11.2% 11.3% 15.2% 15.5%
der trends for 100% of the population between 35-44 Fomal 580 7006 To1a T484 697
1950 and 2000. All age groups shown have 13.7% 11.2% 10.1% 14.6% 14.9%
H : Male 771 935 845 925 1,414
seen a decrease in population except the 35-44, 4550 11.8% 11.4% 9.4% 10.0% 13.2%
45-54, and 65+ groups. Female 821 961 972 963 1,523
11.5% 10.7% 9.6% 5% 13.4%
Male 529 659 811 757 845
55-64 8.1% 8.0% 9.0% 8.1% 7.9%
Female 631 783 993 928 965
8.8% 8.7% 9.9% 9.1% 8.6%
Male 534 597 816 1,031 1,122
65+ 8.2% 7.3% 9.1% 11.1% 10.5%
Female 814 934 1,394 1,654 1,846
11.4% 10.4% 13.8% 16.2% 16.2%
Male 6,544 8,233 9,010 9,295 10,679
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
oa Female 7,141 8,953 10,076 10,183 11,320
100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

Table 3-9 Combined Age and Gender Populations
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RACE CHARACTERISTICS

Historically, Troy’s population

has been more racially

diverse than some of the Non White 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
areas to which it was com- Residents Total Total Total Total Total
pared. In 1960, Troy had one Troy 672 853 1,067 1,122 1,859

of the highest non-white pop- 4.9% 5.0% 5.6% 5.8% 8.5%

; 0 Miami Valley | 82,963 109,729 127,605 139,877 168,264
ulacglotr;] percentages att 4.9 A’ Region 10.0% 11.3% 13.5% 14.7% 17.7%
and the same was frue in Miami 1,420 1,792 2,213 2,663 4,174
2000 when there was a non- County 1.9% 2.1% 2.4% 2.9% 4.2%
white population of 8.5%. The Piqua 444 787 860 98 1,201
only area that was compared — - 2.3% . 3.8% - 4.2% - 4.7% 149453%

. whi idney ,
that haq a higher non-white 2.29% 3.1% 3.29% 4.9% 7.4%
populatlon percentage was Tipp City 32 4 20 43 227
the Miami Valley Region as a 0.7% 0.1% 0.4% 0.8% 2.5%
whole. Tipp City was the least ] .
racially diverse from 1960- Table 3-10 Non-White Populations 1960-2000
2000. In 1960 Tipp City had a
non-white population percentage of only 0.7%. This
number only grew to 2.5% in 2000. Table 3-10 shows
the non-white population percentages from 1960-2000
for all compared areas.
. 2000 Ons  Race  Grly
Table 3-11 shows population Fopulation )
percentages by race for Troy Tesul Mladive Paglc 2o
and all Compared areas. Troy Aien Mrie Pooustien WWile Biack | Amwmiican | Akian | lamndes | Ol Rll:l..lHHh
had the highest “2 or more Tony e | GEw | 48% | 0J% | tT% | 00w | OI% | 15% |
races” percentage in the i Valey 450 458
Black and Asian populations, Fagiors o= :'*' :: { 14 :"‘ | 03: ! rﬁ { ;r.::b | .L-::: { :; |
C + (= 0 G T [ 2% 1.H% K Fig
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besides the Miami Valley e — .t s P R P e - 1 {
ion. Tioo Ci i Siday ABBEZ | WAE% | 31% ) 0% | tEN | 0% | A% | 18% |
Region. Tipp City once again = 2231 T | 6% % [ 0o% | oo | oi% | 0T

had the lowest percentages
in each of these categories.

Table 3-11 Population by Race

HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

As shown in Table 3-12, all types of households within
Troy increased in number between 1970 and 2000. The
number of households increased approximately 27%
between 1970 and 1980, almost 7% between 1980 and
1990, and approximately 17% between 1990 and 2000.
Changes in lifestyle over the past 30 years have resulted
in many changes to household patterns. Even though the
number of family households has increased, their per-
centage of all households has been in decline. There has
been a growth in both numbers and percentages of sin-
gle parent families, as well as one-person and two-per-
son non-family households. The number of all non-family
households increased from 1,016 to 3,037 from 1970 to
2000. These trends have resulted in a significant drop in
the average household size from 3.06 persons in 1970 to
2.40 persons in 2000.

The total number of children living in Troy decreased from
6,074 to 5,635 between 1970 and 2000. During the same
period the proportion of children living in a family
remained almost unchanged.

However, the number of children living with only one par-
ent increased from 11.8% of the 1970 total to 28.1% of the
2000 total. In addition, the number of children not living
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with any parent increased from 52 to 415
during the same period. In contrast, the
number of persons 65 and older in Troy
increased from 1,531 in 1970 to 2,968 in
2000. Of these individuals, the number living
in a family decreased from 65.4% of the
1970 total to 57.5% of the 2000 total. Those
seniors living in a non-family group environ-
ment, i.e. a nursing home, increased from
2.1% to 7.7% during the same period.
These trends suggest the need for less new
housing to accommodate families with chil-
dren, i.e. single family detached homes, and
a greater need for attached senior housing
in the Troy community.

Table 3-13 illustrates the comparison
between Troy’s 2000 household profile and
the profile for the Miami Valley Region,
Miami County, Piqua, Sidney, and Tipp City.
Troy has the lowest percentage of family
households at 66.0% while Miami County
had the highest percentage at 72.7%. Troy
also had the highest percent (34.0%) of
non-family households while Miami County
had the lowest percentage (27.3%). This
could explain why Troy has the lowest num-
ber of persons per household with only 2.40
individuals. Miami County had the highest
number of persons per household with
2.54.
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